Table 1. Age wise distribution of cases 


| AGE (years) | No. of patients |% = | 
18-20 35 8.1 

21-25 192 44.4 

26-30 138 31.9 

31-35 55 12.7 

>35 12 2.8 

Total 432 100.0 


In the present study, following were the distribution of 


cases age wise 


8.1% (35) in 18-20 years, 44.4% (192) in 21-25 years, 
31.9% (138) in 26-30 years, 12.7 % (55) in 31-35 years 


and 2.8 % (12) were > 35 years. 
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Table 2. Distribution of cases based on religion 


Religion No. of patients Percentage 
Muslim 368 85 

Sikh 43 10 

Hindu 21 5 

Total 432 100 


Our data suggested that among our patient population 
majority (85%) were Muslims that is 368 out of 432 patients. 
10% were following the religion of Sikhism and only 5% were 


Hindus. These findings are presented in table 2 and figure 2. 
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Table 3. Distribution of cases based on region 


LOCALITY No. of patients % 
Rural 271 62.8 
Urban 161 37.2 


Total 432 100.0 


In the present study, 62.8 % (271) were from rural areas, 
37.2% (161) from urban areas. 
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Table 4. SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS: 


SES No. of patients % 
LOWER 43 10 
LOWER MIDDLE |211 49 


UPPER A 1.0 


UPPER MIDDLE 43 10 


UPPER LOW 131 30.0 


Total 432 100.0 


In the present study, 10% (43) belonged to lower, 49% (211) 
belonged to lower middle, 1 % (4) upper, 10% (43) upper 
middle and 30% (131) in upper low class. 
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Table 5. FAMILY HISTORY OF DIABETES: 


Family history No. of patients % 


NO 335 77.6 


YES 97 22.4 


Tetai 432 100.0 


In the present study, 22.4% (97) of pregnant women had 
family history of diabetes and while 77.6% (335) did not have 
any family history. 
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Table 6. MODE OF CONCEPTION: 


No. of patients % 


IUI 10 2.4 


OI 28 6.4 


SPONTANEOUS 394 91.2 


432 100.0 


In the present study, 91.2 % (394) were from spontaneous 
conception, 2.4% (10) were from IUI and 6.4% (28) from 


OI. 
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Table 7. PARITY: 


(Parity 


No. of patients 


Multi 176 40.8 
Primi 256 59.2 
432 100.0 


In the present study, there were 59.2% (256) primigravida 
and 40.8% (176) multigravida 
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Table 8. GESTATIONAL AGE 


m Multi 
m Primi 


O No. of patients % 
24- 29 weeks 252 58.3 
30-36 weeks 180 41.7 
Total 432 100.0 


About 58% of women were within 24-29 weeks of gestational 


age and 42% of women were within 30-36 weeks of gestational 


age 
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Table 9: Total number of positive and negative cases by 
DIPSI criteria. 


DIPSI No. of cases Percentage 
Positive 75 17.4 
Negative 357 82.6 

Total 432 100 


Total number of positive cases by DIPSI was 75 (17.4 %) 


and the total number of negative cases of DIPSI was 357 
(82.6%). 
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Table 10: Total number of positive and negative cases by 
IADPSG criteria. 


IADPSG No. of cases Percentage 
Positive 66 15.3 
Negative 366 84.7 

Total 432 100 


Total number of positive cases of IADPSG was 66 and their 
percentage is 15.3% and total number of negative cases of 
IADPSG was 366 and their percentage is 84.7%. 
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Table 11. Comparison of mean age between positive cases of 
DIPSI and IADPSG criteria. 


Age Positive) Mean + Median | t-test p-value 
SD 
DIPSI 75 24.76 + 25.5 
3.98 1.2798 0.1989 
IADPSG | 66 26.86 + 26.5 
3.21 


Among the 75 positive women in DIPSI the mean age (+SD) 


was 24.76 + 3.98, median was 25.5 and among the 66 


IADPSG positive women the mean age was 26.86 + 3.21, 


median was 26.5. P-value was not significant between the 


two groups. 
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Table 12. Comparison of BMI between positive 
cases of DIPSI and IADPSG criteria. 


BMI Positi | Mean + Medi | t-test | p-value 
ve SD an 
DIPSI | 75 26.99 + 27.5 
2.98 1.047 (0.3001 
IADPS 66 27.89 + 28.6 È 
G 2.89 


By comparing the BMI among the 75 DIPSI positive the 
mean (+SD) was 26.99 + 2.98, median was 27.5. In IADPSG 


criteria among the 66 positive the mean (+SD) was 27.89 + 


2.89, median was 28. P- value was not significant between 


the two groups. 
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Table 13: Statistical parameters between positive and 
negative cases of DIPSI and IADPSG criteria. 


Positive Negative Total Chi-square p- 


value 


DIPSI 75 17.4) 357 82.6 | 432 0.2279 0.5989 


IADPSG 66 15.3} 366 84.7 | 432 


Total number of positive cases of IADPSG was 66 and their 
percentage is 15.3% and total number of negative cases of 
IADPSG was 366 and their percentage is 84.7% 

In parameters between both positive and negative cases of 
DIPSI and IADPSG criteria the chi-square was 0.2279 and p- 


value was 0.6 and was not statistically significant. 
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Table 14: Comparison of DIPSI with IADPSG criteria. 


IADPSG 


Total 


Positive Negative 


DIPSI Positive | 30 A5 75 


Negative | 36 321 357 


Total 66 366 432 


Number of both DIPSI and IADPSG positive in 30 cases, both 
negative in 321, DIPSI positive with IADPSG negative has 
45, DIPSI negative with IADPSG positive has 36. 


Table 15: Statistical parameters of DIPSI with IADPSG 
criteria. 


Statistical parameters Value 95% CI 
Sensitivity 44.95% 23.89% to 66.89% 
Specificity 88.12% 79.97% to 93.12% 
Positive likelihood ratio 3.57 1.81 to 6.99 
Negative likelihood ratio 0.62 0.42 to 0.92 
Disease prevalence 15.28% 9.83% to 22.21% 
Positive predictive value 39.99% 24.99% to 57.01% 
Negative predictive value | 90.02% 86.28% to 93.12% 


The sensitivity of DIPSI with IADPSG was 44.95%, specificity 
88.12%, Positive predictive value 40.00% and Negative 
predictive value 90.02%. 


Table 16: Comparison between IADPSG and DIPSI 
criteria. 


DIPSI 


Total 
Positive | Negative 
IADPSG Positive | 30 36 66 
Negative | 45 321 366 
Total 75 357 432 


Number of both IADPSG and DIPSI positive was 30 cases, 
IADPSG positive with DIPSI 
negative was 36, IADPSG negative with DIPSI positive was 


both negative were 321, 


45 cases. According to kappa statistic (Kappa value 0.314, P- 


value 0.000), there is disagreement in diagnosing GDM 


between DIPSI and IADPSG criteria. 


Table 17: Statistical parameters between IADPSG with 
DIPSI criteria. 


Statistical Value 95% CI 
parameters 

Sensitivity 39.99% 22.21 to 62.01% 
Specificity 90.02% 84.05 to 95.02% 
Positive likelihood | 4.02 1.87 to 8.21 
Ratio 

Negative likelihood | 0.67 0.48 to 0.92 
ratio 


Disease prevalence | 17.36% 11.56% to 24.55% 
Positive predictive | 44.95% 28.86% to 63.13% 


value 


Negative predictive | 88.12 % 83.74% to 90.81% 


value 


The sensitivity of IADPSG is 40 %, specificity is 90 %, positive 
predictive value is 44.95% and negative predictive value is 
88.12% when compared to DIPSI. Therefore, by comparing 
tables 17 and 18, DIPSI has got higher sensitivity and is found 
comparatively better than IADPSG in diagnosing GDM. 

Both were positive in 30 cases. DIPSI diagnosed higher 


number of GDM cases than IADPSG. 


